The letters show that Skinner expected at first to further his career by publishing the two Milton works. But his mistake was soon made painfully clear to him: Williamson pressed him to recall the manuscripts, and he missed out on a much-desired secretary's post in the Netherlands when Williamson wrote that he [Skinner] needed to be "a little aired from the ill name Mr. Milton's friendship ought to leave upon one."'3 Skinner expressed to Pepys his chagrin "that Sir Joseph was such an enemy to the name of Milton, he told me he could countenance nothing of that man's writings."'4 Skinner stopped publication, proclaimed his readiness to burn all Milton's papers if Williamson wished, and tried to dissociate himself as far as possible from Milton, claiming that he was not "in the least tainted with any of his principles" and that his only concern "with Milton or his works" arose from "a foolish, yet a plausible, ambition to learning."'5 What he does not do-though it could only have helped him were it true-is to suggest that the theological treatise might not be by the notorious Milton after all, that he might have made a mistake about that.'6 At length Skinner's father wrote to Elzevir (apparently at Williamson's behest) to hasten the return of the papers; Elzevir promised on 19 February 1677 to send posthaste "the two manuscripts of Milton-to wit, his work on Theology and his Letters to Princes."17 This parcel, containing the Milton State Papers and the De Doctrina, addressed "To Mr. Skinner, mercht." was found by Robert Lemon in 1823, still in its Elzevirian wrappings.18 Seen in terms of this story, the wrappings testify eloquently to the provenance of the texts they enclosed.
Moreover, several of Milton's contemporaries knew he had written a theological tract. While John Aubrey and Anthony a Wood may have had their information from Skinner, there is also independent testimony. Milton's nephew Edward Phillips claimed that in the 1640s Milton was writing " A perfect System of Divinity" I implore all friends of truth not to start shouting that the church is being thrown into confusion by free discussion and inquiry. These are allowed in academic circles, and should certainly be denied to no believer. For we are ordered to find out the truth about all things, and the daily increase of the light of truth fills the church much rather with brightness and strength than with confusion.
(Yale Prose 6:121)
That point is urged (more eloquently) in Areopagitica:
There be who perpetually complain of schisms and sects, and make it such a calamity that any man dissents from their maxims.... The light which we have gain'd, was giv'n us, not to be ever staring on, but by it to discover onward things more remote from our knowledge. Hunter asserts that the poem ignores the "conditional" divine decrees so central to the Arminian argument of the treatise. But the poem makes God's decrees of reward and punishment explicitly conditional for both men and angels. Nimrod emerge after the Fall. My point in all this, of course, is that Paradise Lost is a work that can be variously interpreted, so big that it has seldom been fully encompassed, and that much of the criticism and scholarship expended on it has been wasted on incomplete and inadequate readings.
In 1825 All of these critics seem to forget that the Son is God, and is God in Paradise Lost, and they seem to forget that God is the Father only in relation to the second aspect of godhead, the Son. God, meaning the triune God, becomes Father of all creation, the I recite all of the above because there are two major considerations when one investigates authorial canonicity: the external and the internal. Professor Hunter has primarily brought into question the external, but while he has paid some attention to content in looking at "arguments from silence" and what he now sees as "fundamental disagreement between treatise and poem," it seems to me that he has insufficiently studied content and style with an eye toward deep reading of either. He seems not truly to have considered the author of each work's writing each work; that is, intentionality and authorial presence and audience.
Sons of God whether Satan and his cohorts, the faithful angels, or human beings. What Milton gives us in Paradise Lost and what is found in De Doctrina
One case in point, I think, is the avoidance of discussion of Chapter X of the first book: "Of the Special Government of Man before the Fall: Dealing also with the Sabbath and Marriage." Professor Hunter does mention polygamy and divorce which are discussed in that chapter. Professor Kelley's footnotes citing the divorce tracts indicate their pertinency as offering an agreement of ideas. But Hunter's only comment on the brunt of the chapter is "the assumption has been that he did not [publish it] because it was incomplete, but it is essentially finished except perhaps in its discussion of marriage." What is unfinished here, it seems to me, is the impassioned pleading on a subject that is not unified with the chapter's main topic because it engages excessiveness. Chapter IX had dealt with the special government of angels and Chapter XI deals with the fall of our first parents, and of sin. Chapter X was supposed to discuss the special government of man before the Fall, and to this was added, according to the title, the sabbath and marriage. The treatise does discuss these things in a style and brevity that fits with Chapters IX and XI, though the latter includes a very complicated subject, one would have thought. But then comes the prolix discussion of marriage that would have got x'd out as disunified and even incoherent (as unplanned and unprepared for), were it a freshman composition paper. While this may constitute an unfinished state, perhaps we should wonder about authorial intentionality and audience. If the author was not Milton, he certainly fell into the same kind of prolixity and special pleading that Milton exhibited in Tetrachordon. And if the manuscript was finished (except for this section), one can turn the question back and ask why the author, whoever he was, did not publish it?
Maybe what some of this is suggesting is that we cannot be certain when the treatise was written even if it was Milton's; we cannot be certain why it was not published although Considerations Touching the Likeliest Means to Remove Hirelings from the Church, which Professor Hunter alludes to, was probably written in 1652 as Hunter has suggested but not published until coerced from Milton in 1659; Accedence Commenc't Grammar did not appear until 1669; The History of Britain, until 1670; The Art of Logic, until 1672; Character of the Long Parliament, until 1681; and A Brief History of Moscovia, until 1682, and this may be just another delayed publication that got lost with his death, except that Daniel Skinner did get hold of it along with the Letters of State. It was the Letters of State that were denied publication by Sir Joseph Williamson, not the treatise which just did not figure into the discussions. At least one or two other manuscripts have been lost: the Greek thesaurus that the Anonymous Biographer mentions and the Latin dictionary which was employed in producing Linguae Romanae Dictionarium Luculentum Novum in 1693.
As to external evidence, what Professor Hunter's paper suggests-I think, shows-is that some of it may be unreliable, the additions of Milton's name to the manuscript may be much later in date than even Skinner's transcription, and Skinner was not the most admirable or trustworthy person one might want. We should probably note that it has been suggested that the Trinity MS is owned by Trinity College Library because Skinner may have used it as a kind of bribe to become a member of the College. We should also note that Zacharias Conrad von Uffenbach had Moving to the question of "conditional decrees" and Arminianism in treatise and poem, I am certainly at fault in expressing my meaning obscurely. My point was not that the poem is not Arminian, for it most certainly is, proved even more forcibly than Dr. Lewalski's examples by the words "Prevenient Grace" in 11:3-a fundamental doctrine among these people. I was trying to make the point that the phrase "conditional decrees" itself, so prominent in the argument of the treatise, does not appear in the poem. On reflection, I question whether I should have belabored the point.
These are the main replies that I want to make to the arguments in Dr. Lewalski's paper. Her several others are, I believe, subject to individual interpretation, unfortunately not being definitive one way or another. Let me now turn to Dr. John Shawcross's statement.
I admire and applaud his opening remarks about the difficulty (impossibility?) of a literary depiction of the Christian God, whether it be the Godhead or one of the Persons. We agree that Milton was only partly successful whether in treatise or poem. Perhaps the arguments that have been presented in these papers have not finally convinced anyone. Despite its acceptance as Milton's for almost two hundred years, the burden of proof remains on those who think that he wrote the treatise. What is needed now is a definitive stylistic analysis of the Latin prose of the Christian Doctrine put beside the Latin prose of the canonical works to see whether under such analysis they are similar or different. Whoever does such a study must possess a good computer programmed with Milton's texts, a sophisticated understanding of how to work with these materials, and a solid grasp of Renaissance Latin. I am not competent to do this.
